
(reir. Fields, United States) 

..Nowlet me address t)me.subjectof.radiological weapons.  • My delegation had•  
bonour 	to co-prdinate the work of 'Group A of the Radiological 

Weapons Working Group•. 'That Group was entrusted with whathas become known as 	• 
the trailitional radiological weapons subject matter. Significant progress was 
made.during this session;* however, it waa largely procedural in nature. The 
intensive.negotiations held by Mr. Busby and the Considerable efforts of others 
shoed hai.e produced more substantive gains. We shoed ask ourselves why this is 
the:oase. After all, we have now spent four years in multilateral negotiations 
on this subject. The probibitions . and . other operative provisions are not - 
difficult, nor would they cause major adjustments in the national security POsture 
of anyState represented in the Committee. 

But a radiological weapons treaty is not, by virtue of these considerations, -  . 
irrelevant. It is well known that my Government, some three decades ego, -invesied 
considerable effort and money in a serious investigation of radiological weappna. 
And, .on one occasion during:this period., à Senior military commander in  -the field . 
raisethe possibility Of -laying dOWn barriers of radioactive waste matei4lar'. :-..  • 
across the major sùpply lines of.an  ad‘iereary. These matters were not puAued :tia 
the point that radiological weapons were aatually developed,›produced, or'usedi .  
an  oonsequently these weapons of mass destruction. remain,  as  some delegations 
have:termed them, "hypothetical". But in.the past 30 Years, as my delegation has 
pointed -out before l  the - amount of radioactive material that could be put -to weapanS -
use has increase& dramatically. "Consequently:,  the UnitedStates believee strongly . 

 that there are genuine and significant security reasons for prohibiting sùch use 
and.for negotiating provisions that protect radioactive material agP'hnt its 
diversion to.  banned.activities.. _ 

eegiettably, conclusion of a radiological weapons treaty Terming hostage 
to a set. of complex linkages which are related more to the character of this body 
than to the substance of the treaty itself.  This  is a matter of serious'concern 
to my delegation. We must aak ourselves, are we preparedto negotiate limited 
measures which may fall short of the expectations ofeOme of our members, or will • 
we.forever.be  putting aside the possible in the illusory Pursuit of the perfect? 
The abàw.er7to these, questions  have an impact oh the -assessment of many Governments, 
including My awn,  as-  to whether this body is in fact an appropriate forum for . 
serious arms-oontrpl initiatives. 

let me explain my concern. 

My Government is convinced that a treaty prohibiting radiological weapons . 
 could be Cbncluded with dispatch. Bilt, at the saMe time, it appears impossible -•

to negotiate it in the Committee. There are thosewha take the position that 
there will never be a radiological weapons treaty submitted to the General AssemblY 
unlesa there is submitted at the same time.a treatY.onthe prohibition of attacks 
on nuclear facilities. In a consensus body - that position, even if held by onlY . 
one delegation, is definitive of what is . possible. 

So what are the chances of success? 

We should look at what bas becohe Idiawn'as.  Track B. As is well knawni with 
the  exception of excluding such things'aS nuclear-Powered warships from 
consideration, the issues are as yet undefined, and there may be differences of 


